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ABSTRACT

This study analyzes decisional practices of Kentucky
schoel boards, concentrating on the behavior of the boards as units
rather than on the behavior of individual bhoard members. The analysis
is based on data from guestionnaires completed by members of 57
Kentucky school boards, data describing school district social and
economic characteristics, and school boards election data. The study
reveals that internal group variables (for ins’ance, opposition to
the superintendent and disagreement over the proper role of the
Federal Government) are the most compelling explanations of school
board conflict. However, external variables (especially the social
status of district residents) have a good deal of import, indicating
that school board decisions are not based on internal factors alone.
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in other areas, particularly legislators at the State and local
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CONFLICT AND COHESION
IN KENTUCKY SCHOOI. BOARDS*

BY PAUL O. BLANCHARD

INTRODUCTION

This stndy {-<-uses upon the local school board as a collegialt decision-
making body. School hvards have receivew relatively little attention by
political scicntists, and this is unfortunate since they are often engaged in
genuine political activity and make decisions which are recognized tu have
great political consequence, The key decisional variable examined in this
study is conflict and the structure of conflict on schuol boards. The prevence
or absence of conflict has been central 1o mort studies of collegia! decisional
behavior. Since research by pelitical scientist: about schoo! board decision-
making is almost nen-existent, a logical starting point for an exploratory
stucy in this arca is a careful examination of the presence and structure of
conflict on schoeol boards. Thus, this study coacentrates on coaflict and
variables related to it on Kentucky school beards, leaving other aspects of
school board decision-making for others to research,

L this study, dats collected about a large number of school hoards in
Lentucky ore used to analyze decisional practices. The boards themselves,
and not individual members of the boards, are the units of analysis. From this
rescarch, which includes data from questionnaires administered (o Kentue ky
school board members, schoul bourd electiun data, and data involving school
district socisl and economic characteristics, we attempt to determine what
independent variables produce variation in the dependent variable, conflict.
Specifically, we are interested in discovering whether external variables or
internal variables are more powerful in exp.aining the variation. Ry exiernal
variables, we refer to characteristics of the school district (constituency):
these include sociul complexity, social status, and electoral competition. By
internal variables, we mean characteristics of the zroup (school board) its=If,
particularly its relationship to the superintendent and the degree to which
board members share a shnilurity of attitudes,

The dccision to confine the study to Kennchy school boards wis made

L1

for obvicus reasons related to the mort effifoms Ducatiie of vieme 4o d
resources. It might be pointed out, however, ti.at cbseners nave commentes
on the particularly political content of educational decisions made in Ken.

tucky school districts. In any case, this decision does not significantly limit

37

RIC 3

TN et A wEEEEE 4 v B ) ey B

COPY AVAILABLE

g

© TN gp gmnan e



. BEST COPY AVAILABLE

the seoqee ol the juoposed rewerch, Since arepresentitive sample of Kentucky
scacol distiicts allows the Rind of ushanerural, rich-poor, large snall, and
homogoreons heterogencons comnparisons not possible using only spburbin or
mutropolitan schol districts. as political saentists heve done almost exclu-
sively in the past.

The sindy, then, is designed to promote the further understanding of
collegia! decision-taaking and should thereby prove to be theoretically fruit-
tul. 't migiat slso be sigoificant flom the standpoint of contemporary politics.
Scheol bomds are being asked to make increasingly ditficultl decisions in-
volving some of the most comtroversial issues of eur time. Any rescarch which
sheds light un how these decisions are made could contribute to the under-
standing of some of this controversy.,

REVILW OF THE LITLRATURE

A political sciemiist scarching the litcratme for rescarch relevant to a
study of school board decision-making is confronted with several alternatives.
He can exanine tie literatore of educational administration and find a great
maey aspects of school hoeard dedisional practio os disenssed from the vrienta-
tion of the clucator. Il +an examine the social psychological literature on
small yroups for proposivoens on group bzhwior in general. Finally, he can
search the literatwie of political science, particilarly the subdisciplines of
legistative and juedicial behavior, for relevant theory on group behavior in the
pelitical and institutional setting. Fach of these alternatives has been explored
by the writer, In the section that Lollows we briefly review literature both on
schoal bouard decisionmaking and group behavior in general,

The literaturc of edncationa! administration is pethaps Ieast truitful since
it sougests so dittle in the way of relevant theory. Nowever, many of the
themes of the cducational lterature are interesting and deserve the close
wtention of political scientists. The dominant theme in this literature seems
to be that education should be insulated from politics. Professional school
leaders have tended to be obsessed with the idea that schools shonld be
complerely separated from politics and have sncceeded in remaving local
education from municipal control and mstitnting the nonpartisan election of
rchool boards, Besides the theme of insulation from politics, other recurring
themes in this litezature invalve the social composition of boards of educa-
tion, the distingtion between padicy-making and administration, ind the
bead member's oricntation {0 the community, Studies by a nimber of
retacators, beginalog vith Counts' in 1927, have shown that school board
members are overwhelmingly from the upper or upper-middle social classes
and that the oceupational grone of busmessmen and professionals are dispro-
poctionatels ovenepressnted® The Biterature on the policy making/admin-.

“iearge S Qounts, Fhe Sucint Compusition of Boards of Education {ChiLage:
Civersity ob Chicagg oo, 1927), Gited from Ralph B, Kimbtough, Pobitical Power and
Feluv il Dectsion-Making (Chuago: Rand Mueleally, 1964), pp. 18-19,

"W WL Charters, fr., "Social Class Analysis and the Control of Public Education,”
fecard Erducational Review, 28 (641, 1953), pp. 268-70, located sixty*two separate
stuies on scial compunition, none of which departed significantly from the original
tindie2 reported by Counts,
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istration distinc tion is very prevalent and usually consists of warnings con-
cerning the ncgative consequences should board members exercise administra.
tive action.” Significantly, pulicy-makirg is usually defined quite narrowly.
Political scientists and students of public administration have for years heen
aware of the difficulty and arbitrariness of finding clear boundaries to
separat: these two spheres of decision-making.*

Most meaningful for this rescarch are several studies which seek reasons
for school board conflict. Some of the reasons which have been suggested
include the Jollowing: the existence of standing committees, lack of satisfac-
tion by bourd members with the superiniandent, a *‘self-oriented'* motivation
for running for office by board :nembers (rather than a *‘community.
oriented™ motivation), and exiensive turnover in board membership.’ While
these reasons seem somewhat tangential to political decision-making when
viewed from the perspective of the paiitical scientist, they do suggest sume
possible directions which should be and are explored. For example, we
consider motivation for running in our recrvitment discussion; turnover is
involved in our discussion of the *insulation” of board members from the
community; and, of course, the subject of board member relationships to the
superintendent constitutes an important dimension of the categorv of vari-
ables we have labelled as internal,

Anyonc studying group conflict or cohesion will inevitably be directed
toward the literature of social psychology since these concepts have received
the most attention in the discipline. In fact, cohesion is the key concept in
ficld theory or group dynamics, a field of social psychology where pionecting
work has been done by Kurt Lewin and his followers. Using experimental
procedures, studeats of group dynamics have discovered that the following
variables tend to contribute to group cohesion: Agreement on norms ard
goals, democratic leadership, and similarity in background. They also have
found that cohesion, in turn, scems to contribute positively to the following
variables: productivity, satisfaction, conformity, and coaperation.® There are
at least two problems with relating the theory of group dynamics to the

*One example of literally dovens of sources which coulid be cited is Archie R.
Dykes, School Buard and Superintendent: The + Effective Working Relationships
(Danvitle, H.: Interstate Printers and Publishers, 1965), pp. 106-17.

‘Sce Thomas . Eliot, “Toward an tnderstanding of Public School Politics™
Amencon Palitical Scicnce Review, 53 (December, 1989), pp. 1036-37. and Paul H.
Appleby, Paolicy and Administration (University, Ala.: Universi'y of Alabama Press,
1949), 3. 16.

$See particularly Leonard E, Burkett, “An Analysis of the Conditions »1d Practices
of Kenturhy Boards of Education in Relation to Certain School District Factors™
(Unpublished Ed.D. Discertation, University of Kentucky 1967), pp. 19-21; N. al Gross,
“Fasing Strains and Tensions Between Superintendents and Board Members,” Naton's
Schools, 56 (October, 1955), p. 27.

*Clovis R, Shepherd, Small Groups (San Francisco: Chandler, 1964), rp. 23-27;
Dorwin Cartwright, “The Nature of Group Cohesiveness,” Group Dynamics, (td.)
Dorwin Caztwright and Alvin Zander (New York: Harper and Row, 1968), p. 107. This
type of research is most clearly applied to school boards by Neal Gross, Ward S. Mason,
am; ?lexnnder W. McEachem, Explorations in Role Analysis (New York: John Wiley,
1958).
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present study  First, while it supnests mavy possible relationships ivternal to
the group, no variables exterral 1o the groups are suteested. We wonld be
remiss not to evplore these kinds of relaticnships in a study of an clegtive
buds like a school board which certainly must take some cues fon its behavior
from ocutside the group itself.? The second problem is discussed by James
Barber, who arsued that hypotheses generated in the typical small group
laboratory study are unlitely to Le confirmed by observers of the typical
gavernmental decision-making group, because there are so wany differences
between the subjects used in the experimental situation and government
officials and also substantial differences in the antivities of the two types of
groups. He found that this was indeed true in his study of boargs of finance
in Connecticut. Barber suggested that rather than iifting findwimgy from small
group research, political seientists might consider imitating the methods of
small groap rescarch. Baiber's stady was designed so that his subjects were
individuals who were alrcady operating as decisicn-mokers in smail govern-
mental groups, and he had them perform tasks which were similar 10 thase
with which they were familiae or had performed.” In this study, we attempt
to follow this suggestion to the cxtent that onr suljects are *real’ decision-
makers and they arc asked to describe actual decisionanaking behavior, In
addition, we make use of ane technique devised by the simali-group rescarch.
ers, the sociometric questionnaire item,

Literature on school boards may be found in other social scientific
disciplines, particularly sociology. The pre-eminent study is the onc reported
by Gruss and others, which compared the role expectations that school board
members and superintemndents held for the positions uccupied by each.?

Many of e findivgs of the Gross study are pertinent to this research.
For example, ¢ authors found that both experience and frequency of
interaction were directly reliated to consensus among school board members
but nather interaction nor exaerience produced consensus between board
membuais and superintendents, The authors found the same rasults for polit-
ical and cconomic hemogeneity and consensus. Homogeneity contributed to
baard maenber (intra-position) consensus but not to superintendent-board
meinber (inter-position) aygreement,'®

Other socialogical literature has focusced on the relationship of educa-
tional decision-muking at the local level to the problem of race and desegrega-
tion, Gf particulor interest were studics by Crain’? and Rogers'? involving
school politics in large civies. In Crain's stucly of the desegregation contro-
versy in aght citics, he found that school boards played a major role in

"See 8. Sidney Ulmer, Courts as Small and Not So Small Groups (New York:
Genewdl Leatning Press, 1921), p. R, concerning the relative impact of intermal and
external Luctors in collegial decisismemaking in the Judiciary.

® Laes D Bathier, Power in Commithees {Chicogo: Rand McNally, 1966), pp. 8-13.

*Gres, Mason, and McEackern, o 97.

Yoftid,, pp. 176-191,

' Rohert L, Crain, The Polite: ¢« of Schocl Desegregation (Chicago: Aldine, 1967).

"2l Rogers, 110 Livingston Strect: Politics and Bureaucracy in the New York
Lity Scheol Svstem (New York: Random House, 1968),
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bringing about descgregation in comparison with superintendents. The most
important  Lictor derermining whether boards allowed desceregation was
intra-board cohesion. Cohesive boards were able to bring about descgregation
morce simeothly by preventing the issue from becoming a public controversy.
The school superintendent, on the other hand, was seen as a barrier 1o the
civil rights mavement because of his professional norms.!? In Rogers® study
of New Yurk City, the ichool board was described as weak and dominated by
the school bureaucrzcy, and its resporses to controversial issues like SegY “ga-
tion was craracterized as cautious and ineffective, including deliberate delay,
vacillation, and minimal action. One consequence for New York City, wrote
Rogers, was the polarization of civil rights groups.! ¢

Socivlogists have also commerted n the school board's impact on the
entire question of school reorganization, which is shown to be an extremely
political issuc.'® One other example of a sociologist's perspetive is a study
which argues that while school boards are elected to represent the community
to the schocl administration, circumstances cause them to legitimize the goals
of the school administration to the public.!8® This point of view will be
considered when we present our fi indings on the school hoards* relationship to
the community.

A few political scientists have reported research on schoo! decision-
making. These studics have usually focused on large ity school systems and
have clearly demonstrated that school boards are often involved in political
disputes and conflicts. Political scientists who have given particular attention
tw scheol politics include Gitteli'?, who has studied New York and other big
city school systems, Rosenthal'®, who has specialized in the politics of
teachers’ organizations, and Pois'? whose study of the Chicago school board
was written from his perspective as participant-observer. Studies of school
politics in suburbia would include those of David Minar?®, Louis Masotti?? .
and Roscue Martin.2? Political scientists have tended to emphasize such

" YCrain, Chapters 10 and 11,

**Rogers, Chapters 7 and 12, especially p- 398,

> Ravl GG, Zimmer and Amos H. Hawlcy, Metropiolitan Area Schools: Resistance to
Distre: Rearganization (Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage Publica) ions, 1968), pp. 164-66.

"aNernwan D, Kerr (pscudunym), “The School Board as an Agency of Legit-
imation,” Sucéiology of Education, 38 (Fall, 1964), pp. 34.59,

' "Marilyn Ginell, Participants and Participation: A Study of School Palicy in New
York Cicy (New York: Center for Urban Educ ation, 1966).

'*Alin Rosenthal, Pedagngues and Powsr: Teacher Groups in School Politics
(Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1969).

'® foseph Pois, The Schonl Board Cyisis: A Chic ago Case Study (Chicage: Fuuea-
tional Methods, 1964).

20 Lducational Drecision-Making in Suburban Communitics (David W. Minar,
Washington, D, C.: U.S. Office of Education, Cooperative Research Projeci #2440,
1966).

*! Louis 11, Masotti, Education ond Politics in Suburbia: The New Trier Experience
(Cleveland: The Press of Western Reserve University, 1967), p. 7.

¥ Roscoc C. Martin, Government and the Suburban School (Syracuse: Syracuse
University Press, 1966),
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aspects of school politics as low public participation in school elections,
the wole of interest groups in school politics,?? the irability of the systen to
respoend to politicat crisis,* ¥ fasalation and isolation of school politics from
other political processes,? and educational decision-makers® fears of con.
Pict.’? Each of these themes has been comidered in the formulating of
sproific hypotheses,

Perhips more relevant to the present study have been attempts by
political scientists to apply and use small grovp theory and methods. Studies
of this kind arc probably most prevalent in the literature of the judiciary,
Much of this rescarch is built upon the pionecring work on the Supreme
Court, reported by such scholars as Murphy, Danclske, and Ulmer, which
emphasized the importance of group concepts like leadership, .ction,
and cquilibrium.?® These studies demonstrated how group . could
restrain individval members' deviant (dissenting) behavior ane that the
sharire of attitudes aids cohesion. In more recent works, Canon and Jaros
have shown how group conflict in state supreme courts may result from
external factors if certain structural variables are operative,2® while Thomas
G. Wilker has demonctrated the impact of the group situation on U, S.
district jml;,:t's.:m ’

The literature of legislative behavior is also somewhat relevant, since
schoul boards are usually considered legislative bodies. Much of this research
hus focused on the presence or ubsence of group conflict, 1.cgislative scholars
examining the cohesion of legislative partics have found that the socio-
cconumic makenp of the district is perhaps the most important factor in
explaining this cobesiveness.®! Other important aspects would include legisla-

W ient A Ositom, “Sthool Board Poltics: An Analysis of Non-Partisanship in
the Lov Anscles City Board of Education™ (Unpublished Master's T hesis, U.C.L.A,,
19:¢5), 40 189,

PAAL Kemt Jeunings and Hannon Zeigher, “Interest Representation in School
Governam ™ o paper presented ot the 1920 APSA mcetings, Los Angeles, California,

FEQee Manhy Git el and T, Ldward Hollander, Six Urban School Districts: A
Compunstice Sty of Lasttutiunal Be sponve (New York: Pracger, 1968), p. 197,

Wallid S, Savie, “The Polities of Fdw ation,” Teurher’s College Record 63
Novemler, 19670, . IN3,

NG belen AL Masters, et al, State Poltics und the Public Schools: sin Exploratory
Arafvac(New Yorl: Knopd, 39635, pp, 272 i1,

P See, o example, Walter Fo Murphy, Efeeents of Judicial Strategy {Chicage:
Univerdisy of Chicaio Pies, 19%4), pp. 42:54 David Danchbi, *The Influenee of the
duck Poie B the Decisions) Praces,™ Coures, Judeos, and Politics (cddo) Watter Murphy
amd O Herman Panbent (Coew York: andom House, Il), pp. 167-68; S, Sidney
Uhaer, “JHomeoaatic Tendencins in the U018, Supreme Gourt,” Introductory Readings in
Poivce ! Beharior (cdl) S, Sidie s Ulmer (Gliicago: Rand McXalie, 1961), pp. 107-88,

Mmailey G Canenrs and D2ean Jaros, “Externa Variahles, anstitutional Structure,
and Dissenmt on Stare Supreme Courts,” Poliey, 3 (Wintes, 1950),

L heanas GWalher, “Juders in Concert: The Influence of the Group on Judical
Decision, Making™ (Uopublished Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Kentucky, 1920).

Nee ep aallv Hugh Lo Le Blaae “Vating in State Senates: Party ard Constit-
vendy  Influenues,” Miduwest journal of Political Sciences, 13 (Fchruary 1969), pp.
3357,
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tors” inherent identification with the party, the strength of the leadership,
and the issues involved.?? Studies of cohesion in Congressional committecs
have sugitested that committee cohesion i, strengthened when members agree
on the committee’s purpose, membership ix stable, and there is little external
pressure on members,??

Moare recent legislative research has focused on smaller legislative bodies.
Most notable is the Eulau rescarch on city councils in the San Francisco Ray
area. Eulau measured group conflict and found that it was associated with
other group behavioral features such as oppositional activity, co sponsorship,
respect, and affect.*® Barber's study of boards of finance found no relation-
ship between member interactive participation and group cohesion.?®
Finally, in David Minar".- study of a sm Il number of suburban schoot boards,
it was discovered that school district characteristics were powerful variables in
explaining group cohesion.?®

RESEARCH DESIGN

Duc to the variety of literature discussed above, one is forced to take a
rather eclectic theoretical position. These studies scem to indicate that the
extent of conflict in a collegial decision-making group is a ¢nnseyuence of
factors hoth external and internal to the grovp. They indicste less clearly the
specific internal and external variables which are most powerful and whether
internal or external variables should be considered more significant, There.
fore, in formulating specific hypotheses, we must depend upon a scattering of
middle-range theoretical propositions derived from a few of the most rel-
eveant studies.

The research involving legislative cohesion snd work done on school
boards by David Minar and by Jennings and Zeigler suggest that the socio-
economiv complexity of the constituency (school district) is probably the
most important external variable explaining the extent of cohesion. This
assertion is supported by the Canon Jaros study of state supreme courts and
is 2lso in line with the recent research in state politics by Dye, Sharkansky,
and others. Somewhat less important as an s«ternal varisble would be the
socidl status of the district. This relationship is supported in the literature
only by the rescarch of Minar but scems to be in line with the studies just
cited (to the extent that socio-economic variables are emphasized over polit.
ical variables),

Less important as an external factor would be the tk:izd variable, electoral
competition. We make tiis argument not only becsuse of recent studies

Y Malcodm E. _ ewell and Somuel C. Patterson, The J egistative Process in the United
States (Nev: York: Random louse, 1966), pp. 422-26.

35ee Charles C. Jones, “Rep.resentation in Congress: The Case of the House
:g;i:;lu-n Committee,” Amenican Political Science Keview, 5 0une, 1961), pp.

58-67.

**Heinz Eulau, “The Informal Organization of Decision Structures in Smal) Legi-
slative Bodics," Midwest Journal of Political Seience, 13 (August, 1969), pp. 34)-66.

*# Barher, p.). 104-108.

*¢Minar, Chapter 7.
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which demonstrate that socici and economiv variables appean tore powes ful
than politisl ones but abo bevause of the apparent lack of meaningful
campetition tar school boand positions.? "he fact that we are dealing in this
study with non-partisan competition could make this variable vven less
snihicant, abcioush there is evideree that non-partisan clections are often as
competinive as pariisan ceetions. ' However, competition must be included
in the apalysis since it signifies the most direct link between the decisinn-
malang body and the constituency,

Fwe internal featares relating to collegial decision-making have been
chasien for examination. ‘the fiest, *“superintendent dominance,™ taps the
important power and leadership dimensions of group life. Olwiously, the
leadiva i concept has seceived substantial attention, both in the small-group
literatwre und in the palitical seience Bteratage involving leaislatures and
fndees. '™ In the educational literature, the superintendent ic sometimes
comvidered the task Jeader of the board.*? even though he is not actally a
meniber of the arenp, Because the superintendent bas been considered so
imiartant in school board decision-naking, specialiy’ in Krmurky.“ we
expeot thas variahle to be the stronger one. The ather sntenua! variable, shared
actitnedes, Las alvo heen considered an imporLat deterneinative of cohesion by
politic d sientists and sociab paychotogists.?? We inchide it here in order to
examine . numher of attitudina dimensions, both pretitical and nen political,

W cader 1o resolve the gnestion of whethier the internal or external
variables are mmore panerful, we introauce i third set of intervening variables
it onba to define wder what conditions cach type of variable might be
espectel to domivate, These three variables - perceived demand, perceived
competrtion, and tevuee in office are familiar to political scicntists because
of their inpurtance . inputs to the “systcms approach® te politics. Hlowever,
in this rescarch sitaaiion, we conceptuaize them as “insulation® variables.
When they operaie to insulate the school board from external factors, the
interna! varialbos wonld be expected to dominate, Conversely, when they
Oper e to extane the deasien-makers to the external variables, then external

YURLE Mt N el Pobitics in the Metropelis (Columbus: Charles E, Mernll,
()} PO R

TN aaine ity Papens G Lev, The Fohtics of Nonpartfaanbips (Berkeley:
Lhoseraiv - Gt anga FPrass, 14n0), .

NP bt e BN, Sec ala Sidacy Ve, Smal? Griewgn and Political Be-
hoeveas VSepdy ot Lo sdp (Princeton: Princvton Univenity Pross, 1961). From
anwnnd dhe political v e paanh dited in Chapaer 7, see epecially the studies hy
] RIS EONRRITYS B YENRUY RO

TN Eadl I Theenae, Clote Cnye o P Analyais of Adivinisirator Schaol Board
Rebatiennshepen® (Unibdishe d PED. discertation. Usiversity of Wisconsin, 1260), p. 88.

PUnee o cvarple, T B Boasere, A Dynastic Family at the Crossroads,” The
Lovivi o Coamerfogredd and Timey Mugaoine, Aug. 30, 1970, pp. 813, 32.36, for
backizeand i one such doeminant sapentiendent, Marie Turnes of Breathitt County.

S3nhephecd, pp. 2627 Dorvan Cantwtight, p. 107: David Danciski *“Task Group
dtid Mol G om the Supae aae Gty Micropalitics, (ed.) John 1L Kessel, of al,
(New Yok 1200, Rueclun and Winsion, 1970), pp. 218, 215.
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variables should be more significant.*® For example, on a school board where
members perceive relatively little demand from their constituents, we -ould
expect that the characteristics of the school district would have relatively
little impact on the extent of school hoard cohesion, but that internal factors
like shared attitudes would be relatively more important than on boards
which were not insulated in this way.

Specific Hypotheses and Research Design

The specific hypotheses which have been forinulated to answer the
question of what external and internal variables contribute to school board
cohesion are listed below:

External Variable Relationships

External Variaide Reletionships

1. The sociv-economic complexity of the school district will he positively
asseciated with school buard conflict.

2. The sucial status of the school district will be inversely r~lated to school
board conflict.

8. Electoral competition will be positively associated with board conflict.

Internv! Vuriuble Relution ps

4. Conflict will tend not be present on superintendent-dominated hoards.
Superintendent-dominance will include three dimensions, each to be
considered scparately:

a. Boards on which a plurality of members are superintendent.
recruited.

b. Boards where opposition io the superintendent is non-existent or
extremely weak.

¢. Boards on which members dcfer to the superintendent in most
substantive areas of concern (division-of-labor).

5. Widely chared attitudes among members of a board will be inversely
related to conflict. Widely-shared attitudes include the following dimen-
sions:

a. Agreement on a scries of items involving attitudes toward contempo-
rery political-educational issues.
b. Agrcement on representational role orientation.

** This conceptualization is suggested in Bardiey C. Canon and Dean Jaros,
“External Variables, Institutional Structure, and Dissent on State Supreme Courts,”
Polity, 8 (Winter, 1970), pp. 178-81; und in Herbert Jacob, “Judicial Insulation:
Elections, Direct Pasticipation, and Public Attention to the Courts in Wisconsin,*
Wisconsin Law Review, 1966, pp. 801-19. However, in both of these studies, the
“insulation” varables are more institutiona! in pature,
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Lach hvpothe-ind welationship will he subjected to controls solating
boars whieh are insubated tram those which are nonsinsulated. $he condition
of insniation wiil ecour woen members of a bod perecive relatively weak
denmvamds from their constituents and relatively lew levels of compsetition for
boarsl jreastions, and when the board has i@ relatively long tonure, mseasired in
median yoears cf service, The control variables will he expected 1o sirengthen
the esternal variable relationships when bowrds are nen insndated and
strenuthon the internal variable relationships when boards ae inedated. Their
specitic imjuct on the otiginal relationships should be as follows:

1a) The selationmhip between district complesity and board cobesion will
be steeagihened for non-insulated boards and weakened for insulated
buards,

2a) ‘Ihe relationship between district status and board cohesion will be
strengihened for non-insulated boards and weakened for insulated
boares,

3a) The relatioms) ip between clectoral competition and board cohesion
will be strengthened for noncinsuluted boards and weakened for
insnlated hoards,

fa) The rlativaship  between  superintendent-dominance and board
cohesion will be strengthened for insulated boards and weakened for
non-insulated boards,

Aa) he relationmhip between shared attiindes and board cohesion will be
steagthaned for insulated bosrds and weskened for non-insulated
benrds,

The cationale fur each of the hypotheses was sketched out bricfly ibove.
At this peint, we need to esplore cach hypoathesized relationship 4 bit more
thorou hive The bBakace between sodia) aid economie complexity and the
alnene of cohesion is bused on the assmnption that in a more heterogenous
seoietv i is more possible that the maken;: of the school board wil? reflect
this ircterogencity with o diversity of belief and attitude among individual
nmiacrs, Inaddition, ivdividual board memhiers might be expected to take
actions which they porceive mithi please the diverse interests which will be
likely 1o eist ina horerosencans envitanment. Furthenimore, it seems likely
thai tle Linds odissucsand jnatdems which emerae in a district characterized
by sonaal diversity e L be manifested in board contlict, even though buard
metahers Ladhe oy deperaely to “keep the lid on,*

Fhe dinlaqe between districi sacial setus and cohesion is based on the
assumption: that in a hith st diserict it is more probable that conflict-
Huneeom at shilly would be valued and possessed by sehool board members.
Thus contlict would be supptesse:t and eohiesion achieved,

Avindicated Galier, the linkage between electoral competition and low
cohesion is based on more tennon: assumptions, Electoral ¢ impetition would
imuobably reflect more open and well-defined political conflicts in the district
which might well be reflected ia conflicts on the board. The study of
Jennings und Zeigler on interest group activity in public school politics gave
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some indication that this may be the case, since competitiveness tends to
bring boards and interest groups into closer contact.?®

The linkage between superintemient duvminance and board colhesion is
well-supj:orted in both the school board literature and in research involvirg
strong Ieadership (cspecially task leadership) and group behavior generally.
Our dimensiuns of supcrintendent dominance include aspects of recruitment,
division-of-labor, and opposition. For recruitment, we are suggesting tnat the
most dominated boarus will have a substantial number of superintendent-
recruited members. In addition, the literature suggests that superintendents
can often dominate sclf-recruited members as easily as those who are super-
intendent.-recruited. since self-recruited members usually attempt to represent
the entire commmunity (rather than “special interests™) and when this role-
conception is translated into decision-making, it usvally means submitting to
the judgment of the professionals when it comes to the making of important
educational decisions.’® Only board members who are “other-recruited”
present a genuine threat to this superintendent because they may, in many
cases, be representing various groups or interests within the constituency,
some of which arc likely to be overtly anti-superintendent, and probably
these members wouid be less likely to adopt the no-conflict norm.*® ‘Thus
the most cohesive boards should be those with the most superintendent.
recruited members and the least cohesive boards those with the most other-
recruited members.

The other two dimensions of superintendent dominance are fairly obvi-
ous. We are suggesting that where there is significant opposition to the
superiutendent, his dominance is clearly in question, and conflict rather than
cohesion is likely to result. Qur dimension of divicion-of-labor involves an
assessment of how readily board members are willing to defer to the super-
intendent’s judgment in a number of various substantive areas over which
they, as board members, have at least sume legal responsibility. If they are
willing to so defer, superintendent-dominance is confirmed and cohesion is
the expected result. If, however, they assert their responsibility to any
significant  degree, challenging the supecrintendent's dominance, conflict
would be the expecicd conseruence.

The fifth hypcthesis, which stre.scs the importance of shared attitudes
and values as contributars to cohesion, is one which emerges from the small
group theory of social psychology discussed earlier. Because of Barber's
arguments about the inapplicability of this theory to realdife political be-
havior, we expect this hypothesized relationuship to be weaker than those
relationships involving superintendent dominunce. ltems selected for testing

44 Jennings ond Zeigler, p. 28,

“%The most penctrating analysis of this phenomenon is presented in Norman D.
Kerr. “The School Board as an Agency of Legitimation,"” Sociology of Education, 38
(Fall, 1964, pp. 84-59, Sce also the Eliot article eited carlier.

“®See Frank E. Williamson, “A Study of the Causes of Discordant School Boards™
(Unpublished Ed.D. Disscrtation, University of Southern California, 1961), and Edward
M. Tuttle, School Board Leadership in America (Danville, Ill.: Interstate Printers and
Publishers, 1958), pp. 30-31.
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this Jyputhesiv tinedve o rather wide runge of tojics fur which the degree of
intiegreap accentent will be messared. We are most concerned with dis
vorcrarg vonich of these issties is most relevimt to board conflict,

The oiiginal {ive hypotheses are re-stated (in hypotheses Ia-5a) ta account
for the clievvts of the control variables, Esseotially, the control variables
shouied strengthen the external variable relationships (hypotheses 1-3) when
bour by are non-iwinfated and weaken them when bourds are insulated, Cune
versely, tie internal variable relationships (hypotheses 1-5) are expected to be
sticnsthened when boards are insulited and weakened when boards are
nen-ivat deds These expectations are based on the obvious assumption that if
3 schacol beard member is insulated from his constituency by one or more
Lacturs, he is mnore likely to make his decision on the basis of features internal
to the group, but if he is left relatively “exposed™ to constituency pressurcs
and demands, these external factors will be considered when decisions are
made,

Operationalizing of Variables and Data Collection

Derendent Variuple

Ir: erder to build upon Faulau's research on city conncils, the dependent
variahie was opcrationally defined in this study using his measure of deci-
sional conflict, The use of swisnetric items on the questionnaire which was
administered to scheol board tremters allowed each board to be categorized
as bipolur, when there are two consistent and identifiable blocs on the board,
unipofur when no apparent conflict exists, or nonpolar, when vonflict exists
without discernible patterns or consistent blocs.®? Thus, cohesion was opera-
tionalived as an ordinal variable, with bipolar meaning least cohesive, non-
polar radvrately cohessve, and unipolar most cohesive.*® Of the fifty-scven
school hoards included in the sanple, seventeen (29.8%) were found to be

Ol

unipola, twenty-six (15.67%) nonpolar, and fourteen {24.6%) bipolar.

Exteronst Variudtec

For sedv-cconomic complexity, three different measures have been uscd.
The simjpiest maasure employs a method alapted from the Jennings-Zeigler
stuely,* wherehy «chaol dintricts were divided into three categorics: metro.
politas, if the schosl district was located in a metropolitan county: urban, if

wam

TG Fubau, pp. 307 50 lor a discussion of the typology and an example of one
Mot et em e Lygaced fen thes sty

Che be arore explicit, Looande were categoriced as follows: A binolar board is one
ite which .t et 507 o ahe wespondents achnowledye “substantial conflict™ on Q. 17
(e tht their board “ocasionally is not unanimous® or that it is “muore often split than
urninann®) and at hast 50 alo observed consistent blocs an Q. 21 andjor Q.22 A
m ot board was one where at least 507 of the embers perceived “substantial
conddior™ on Q. 17 or gve cleas indications on Q. 20, 21, or 22 that setious conflict was
prewa, but blocs were not w knowledged or wese inconsistently defined. On a unipnlar
howd, no moie than one metsher olserved any substantial conliict; in most cases, no
meomber reported any ac Jl.

27 Jenmngs and Zuigler, pp, 12413,
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the school district contained a city of at least 10,000; and rural, if the district
did not contain a city over 10,600. Jennings and Zeigler found that simply
dichotumizing social complexity into metropolitan and non-metropolitan
enabled them to account for variance in the dependent variable just as well as
using more precise cepsus bureau data. We added a third category, urban,
because of the fact that there are so few Kentucky school districts in
metropolitan countics. However, the urban category produced only four
school districts, resulting in a sample which included twelve metropolitan
districts, {four urban districts, and forty-one rural districts. In some parts of
the analysis, this necessitated combining the urban and metropolitan districts.

Other measures of social complexity invulved school district enroliment
size and the proportion of Negroes in the district. For these measures, cutting
points were made to allow relatively equal distribution among four categorics
for cach variable,

For social status, ¢*nsus bureau data were collected for each district on
levels of median education and family income, and cutting points were
established as above. The “social status® varirble combined the measures for
education and income into a single ranking.

Fur clectoral competition, the proportion of votes cast for losing candi-
dutes for the schoul board in the last four elections (1964-70) was determined
for each district. Districts were ranked and divided into four categories with
cutting points made on the basis of percentages.

internwt (Graup) Veriabtes

Three measures were used for superintendent-dominance. Recruitment
was measured using two questions which allowed us to classify board
members as scif-recruited, other-recruited, or superintendent-recruited.s®
Each board was classificd as to the dominant pattern of recruitment. For the
second measure, the extent of opposition to the superintendent was classified
into three categories, on the basis of responses to the relevant questionnaire
item. Boards where no members opposed the superintendent (n=38) were
compared with boards where one member was in opposition (n=8). The third
measure, division-of-labor, involved a tabula.con of responses to a multiple-
response item on the questionnaire where hoard members were asked to
assess the relative contribution to decisiun-making of the superintendent and
bourd, in seven decisional areas. The “index of superintendent dominance™
was based on an assessment of the number of board members who observed
that decisions were made either entircly by the board or with the hoard
*“taking the lead” in joint superintendent-board decisions. Adding together
the total number of these responses for each board member on each deci-
sional area (controlling for the number of respondents per board resulted in a
total possible number of 28 such responses) produced a very small number

%92 Kespondents were asked if running for office was their own idea or if othen had
asked them to run. If an individual said it was his own idea, he was classified as
sclf-recruited. If he indicated others nad asked him, hc was then asked if the supetinten-
dent was one of those who did so. If he responded “Yes”, he was classified as
superintendent-recruited, if “Ne™, he vas classified as other-recruited.
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for wost boards.®! One-thied (19) of the boards hiad & total of no more than
one st dniespotse (9 had 0, 10 and 1), another third had cither two or three
sueht responses (F2 and 7 respectively ), and the final third had between four
and nine such responses (3, 4, 6, 3, 2, wel ) respectively). Thas, these three
cateponies were Libetfed as “high” “moderate,” and “low™ superintendent
dominance, respectivedy, for purposes of testing the hypothesis.

Two dimensions of shared attitudes were considered, ‘Fhe first involved
whether attitudes toward representational role were widely shared. ‘There are
two basic tvpes of role micntation. ‘The “defegate” believes that a representa-
tive muking a decision should do what the public wants, even if it is not his
own personal preference; The “trustee’ fecls that he should use his own
jwdgment, regardiess of what his constituents want him to do. By using a
questivnnaire item, we were able to determine whether either the delegate or
trustee role was held by all {or nearly all) of the board members, or whether
no donrinant pattern existed. Boards were originally classified s “un-
animous,™ “near-unanimous,” or “divided” with respect to role orientation,
but the categories were revised beeause of the small number of delegate board
wembers. Our saraple of boards included thirty-two wihere all members
considered themselves trustecs, nincteen where there was just one delegate,
and only sis. on which there was maore than one ddlegate,

For the sceond dimension of shared attitudes, board members were asked
to respond toa serics of guestions asking their opinions on certain contempo-
rary isaes in education, including desegregation, teacher partivipation, and
fe-boal and state control of education. From these responses, we were able to
determine whether boird members were in agreement on all these issucs,
some of them, or none of them. Boards were dlassified us uRaNiMOus,
near-uranimows (all but one agreeing), and divided on each of these issues.

Contnd (htedution} | urivbles

Usisir vesponses to three questionnaire items an index of demand percepy
tean (Cdenrand™ trom dheir constituents) was constructed for cach respondent
(nsin a swn of item vesponses), and then for cach board {(by using the mean
of the menbers' respanses) which resalted in each board being classified as
prrceiving demands to be “very high,” “high,” “low,” or “very low.*

Porovinod competition was measured using two questiomiire items, An
index was constracted as with demend perception and ultimately each board
was ¢lassified as pereeiving “much,” *some," or “little** compeiition.,

The third control variable simply involved the median number of years of
service or fenure for each board, calenlated from member responses to the
questivonaire. When the controls were used in the analysis, cach of these
variables was dichatomized, with the two top and the two bottom categorics
collipsdd into one for perceived demand, and the “some” and “dittle”

PLonginally we had inteaded to characterice the division-of-labor in cach of the
seveli grean of dicision-making, However, since supcrintendent dominance of most
bourds was 50 feat in evers arca examined this combined measure seemed to he the best
aitcLnative G ineasure board participation in decisivnanaking in a general way,
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categories collapsed into one for perceived competition. For the tenure
variable, less than six years of service was defined as “low," and six years of
service or more as “high.”

Datu Collection

The decision to use a mail questivnnaire as the primaiy source of data
was deemed necessary for reasons of the judicious use of time and resources.
It was felt that in order to study a large enough number of school boards, a
questionnaire distributed by mait was the only feasible alternative, given the
finuncial resources of the researcher. Questionnaires were sent to all board
members in Kentucky, a total of 960 individuals serving on 192 school
boards.*? Accompanying the questionnaire was a letter of explanation from
the author and a letter of endorscment from the Kentucky School Bourds
Association. The response rate was very encouraging. A tota! of 528 respon-
dents rcturned their questionnaires before the coding and data processing
procedures were completed (two more were received too late to be included).
Thus a 55% rate of response was achieved, and data were thereby generated in
sufficient quantity to allow meaningful analysis to proceed.

The researcher feit that for a school board to be included in the sample
uscd for analysis, at least four of its five members would have to respond to
the questionnaire. Fifty-seven boards met this criterion, forty-six where four
members responded and eleven where all five members responded. This
self-sclected sample is subject to some suspicion, since one might suspect that
boards where this kind of interest and cooperation occurred may be atypical
of all boards in the state. These suspicions are probably unwarranted, since
our boards represent some of the richest districts in the state and some of the
poorest, some of the largest and some of the smallest, and the diswricts
included do not appear to present any geographic bias. For example, eighteen
of the boards are from districts in Western Kentucky, twenty-one in Central
and Northern Kentucky (approximately between Louisville and Lexington),
and another cighteen in Eastern Kentucky. ‘Thus the available evidence seems
to confirm that our sample was resonably representative.

CONFLICT AND COHESION:
THE IMPACT OF EXTERNAL VARIABLES

In this section, we consider various school district characteristics and
their cffects on intra-board conflict. The dependent variable, intra-board
conflict, involves a 3-way classification— unipolar, nonpolar, and bipolar- and
each of the fifty-seven school boards in the sample has been so classified. It
may be recalled that the dependent variable has been defined ordinally, with
unipolarity representing the least intra-board conflict and bipolarity repre.
senting the most intra-board conflict. While this section attempts to explain

*2During the process of collecting data, two school districts were merged with
other districts, leaving a total of 190 districts existing in Kentucky at the present time.
All but five of these 190 school boards produced at Jeast une respondent,
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dillerences in the dependent variable by cxamining external (district) vari-
ables, the next section will examine the impact of internal variables, i.e.,
characteristies of the groun (school boara) itscif,

We begin by examining measures of socio-economic complexity, which
we hove hypothesiced will be directly related ta school board confliet,
Variubles to be considered here are metropolitanism, district enroliment, and
the proportion of Negrees in the district. ‘The firdings indicated that the
relationships between these variables and cohesion were generally weak,
although there were a few promising tendencies in the expected direction. Of
the complexity measures, metropolitanism had the greatest impact, While the
small nuitber of urban and metropolitan schoot districts makes it impossible
to draw any firm conclusions, it scems apparent that the rural boards tend to
mantiicst less conflict thun do the urban and metropolitan boards, Less than
207 of the rural boards were classified as bipoler while nearly 40% of the
urhan and metrapolitan bourds were so classified. The rural districts also have
a stightly higher proportion of unipola boards.

The data involving district enrollment and polarity showed that there was
a slight tendency for the Lirgest school districts (over 5000 enrollment) te
have o higher proportion of bipolar boards, as expected. However, the
remainder of the configuration was quite inconsistent, resulting in a rather
incomsequential measure of association, This rather weak rclationship indi-
ctes that the caraltment of the school district has little impact on school
boeard conflict or cohesion. This finding may result from the fact that
Kentneky has only three very large districts®® and only one of these was
included in our sample,

The relationship involving the percentage of Negroes in the district and
polarity was not only weak but it was not in the direction predicted. While
we expected to find the maost conflict where the proportion of Negroes was
greatest, we found the laghest percentage of bipolar bourds (30.8%) in
district< with less than 170 Negro. Similarly, in districts with the Iargest
prapettion of Negroes we found relatively more unipolar boards and few
hipolar boards, It appears, therefore, that the kinds of conllici generated by
redatively large nunbers of blacks in a given area are not reflected in the
conflicr which emerges amony school board members. This conclusion is
rcinforced by other findings, relating to board members® attitudes toward
deiegregation, which are presented below.,

Next we take up measares of sacial status, which we had predicted would
be imversely related 1o school hoad contlicts. Here we were concerned with
district  cducation, district  income, and a combined income-education
aasire we have labelled “social status.” The data for disirict education
measure we bave lubelled “social status.” The data for district education and
intra-buard cohwsinn showed a very slight relationship in the predicted
direction with a relatively large number of inconsistencies. We found the

33 The three districts and their 1971-72 enrollment are: Jefferson County, 95, 589;
Lowsalle Independent, 50, 61¢: and Fayette County, 36, 370, The next largest district,
Pike Connty, had 16,120,
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fewest unipolar boards in the districts with the lowest educational levels (as
expected) but the largest proportion of these low-conflict boards were found
in districts with moderately high education levels (10.5 to 11.9), not in the
most highly educated districts. Similarly, the highest proportion of bivolar
boards were found, not in the least educated districts, but in districts which
rank moderately low in education level (9.0 to 10.4). Thus, district education
has a rather marginal impact on board cohesion.

The relationship between income and conflict was slightly stronger than
the one just discussed, and in the expected dircction, but subject to the same
kinds of inconsistencies. Here the districts ranking lowest in income levels had
substantially fewer low-conflict, unipolar boards than any of the other
groups. However, the propartion of bipelar hoards was similar for all income
levels except for districts of meoderately high income (37500.89Y9 median
famnily income). Only onc-cighth of these districts had bipolar boards while
each of the other income levels produced about one-third of these high-con.
flict hoards. There was also a fairly consistent pattern established when the
nonpolar boards were considered, with these types of boards viarying from
33.3% in 1he high income category to 6.5% in the low income category,

The strongest bivariate relationship discovered using the exteinal vari-
ables occurred when district social status was considered. This variabie was
constructed by taking a mean of the income and education categories and
produccd a stronger relationship than either of these two variables ¢onsidered
by themselves, Here we observed that there was 2 consistent increase in the
proportion of unipolar boards as we moved from “very low" status districts
(9.1%) to ‘*‘very high" status districts (44.4%). A similar pattern could be
ubserved by examining the proportion of bipolar boards, although the differ-
ences were not as striking and there was one inconsistency, the “very high**
sucial status districts having a slightly “igher proportion of bipolar Lhoards
than the "high* status districts. Thus, while achieving only a moderately
strong negative association with conflict, social status emerged as the most
important external charscteristic. This scems o indicate that this mcasure,
which assumes that a relatively high level of either income or education will
clevate social status, taps a dimension of the school district-board relationship
which could not be accomplished by any of the other external measures.

The final external variable to be considered is the extent of competition
for school bourd positions, as indicated by the proportion of votes cast for
losing candidates from 1964 to 1970. The data revealed a relatively weak
association in the hypothesized direction, indicating that competition was
related paositively to conflict. While there were still inconsistencies, obscerva-
tion of the proportion of both the bipolar and unipolar boards reveals a fairly
coherent pattern. The low-conflict, unipolar boards varied from 14.3% in the
high competition districts (40% and above) to 41.2% in the low competition
districts (under 20%), while conversely, the low cohesion bipolar boards
varied from slightly more than 10% in districts with little competition to over
40% in the highly competitive districts.

In sumimary, bivariate relationships involving external variables demon-
strated only a marginal impact on the dependent variable, intra-board con-
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TABLE 1

ENTERNAL VARIABLES AND POLARITY

Sigmific ance
Variables Gamma Value Dircetion level®
Social Status ~306 as predicted 05
Distiict Income -.261 as predicied 08
District Competition 244 as predicted 09
Metropolitanism 214 as predicted ns, (p>.10)
District Fducation - 182 as predicted n.s.
District Enrollment A58 as predicted n.s.
Per Cent Negro -143 not as predicted n.s.

“Based on calculating a z-value for gamma,

flict. While each of these variables except per cont Negro were associated with
conflivt in the predicrted direction, only secial status produced a statistically
siificant relationship (see Table 1), Districi income, competition, and
metropolitanisin produced sufficiently strong relationships to indicate that
they could be promising variables for further research, and it will be seen that
controls did substantiate their utility to some extent. After examining the
eflect of the control variables on these relationships, we present an assese-
ment of the overall impact of district characteristics.

External Variabtes and the
Insulation of Schoo! Boards

Luch of the relationships hetween the external variables and boarn®
contlitt wis controlled for perceived demand, perceived competition, xnd
lencth of service in sach & way as to distinguish between insulated beards and
non-insulated  boards. A board wis characterized as insulated when its
members perceived relitively little demand in their school district and relas
tively significant competition for school board positions and when the
median number of vears service for board members was relatively higgh (six
yeers o above), For boards so cluracterized, we espected the relationships
betwe n external variables and conflict to diminish since their members
woulld be more likely to be insensitive to the demands, needs, and diversities
of the district. which are rellected in the external variables. Conversely, for
boards characterized as non-insulated (high perceived demand, high perceived
comp tition, low median vears service), we expected the relationships to * -
strenthened. Recavse of the small sample size, control variables were dichotos
mized and no attempt was mode to control for more than one variable at
time.

Generally, the controls for perceived demand and for median year
service operated as expected for district social status, district competition,
metrapolitanism, and district education. The controls for perceived competi-
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tion did not operate as expected for any of the external variables. When
changes occurred in the original relationships, they occurred in the opposite
direction than was expected, That is, boards where members seemed to
perccive little competition (n=32) tendcd to he more influenced by external
viriables than those whose members perceived much competition (n=25).
These findings, while unexpected, are actually in line with literature involving
the relationship between legislators (particularly Congressmen) and their
constituents. Warren Miller, for example, has argued that representatives in
competitive districts are furced by the lack of clear constituency cues to rely
on their own attitudes and sometimes they will even *virtually ignore what
they think to be their district preferences."S® While the evidence on this is
conflicting, it is safe to conclude that in many situations, including the
present case of Kentucky school hoards, electorally secure representatives are
more likely to be attuned to constituency opinion than are those who
represent more competitive constituencies.®® Thus, it appears that our orig-
inal conceptualization was inadequate at this point, A closer and more
perceptive reading of the literature might have more logically led to the
conceptualizing of board members who peiceive greater competition as being
“insulated™ rather than the electorally secure being so considered.

The rest of this section focuses on the controls for percei..ed demand and
tenure, where the findings were more in line with hypothesized expectations.
The duta for the relationship bewween district social status and conflict
controlled for perceived demand show that the original relationship, which
was maoderately strong, was somewhat stronger for the non-insulated boards,
as was predicted. For this group in the low and very low status districts,
bipolar hoards were the most numerous and there were very few unipolar
boards in these eategories. On the other hanid, only twenty per cent of the
boards in the very high and bigh status were classified as bipular. The
relatinnship for the high insulated boards was still relatively strong but
somewhat liwer than the original relationship.

Whan the servial statuc cohesion relationship was controlled for median
years serrice, the distinction between insulated and non-insulated bomds was
even more marked. For boards with less expericnced members (i.e., non-
insulated), there was a strong relationship between the social status of the
district and intra-board cohesion. ‘The most meaningful finding here is that
there are no unipolar boards for cither low or very low status districts. In
locating bipolar boards, however, we found that they were much moe
prevalest in the low social status districts than in high status districts.
Controlling for length of service diminished the original relationship among
high-insulated boards even more than did controlling for perceived demand;
for boards whose members had more expericnce, the relationship between
social status and conflict was reduced to a very slight one.

#*Warren E. Miller, “Majority Rule and The Represeniative System of Govern:
ment,” mimeo, p. 22,
%9 Jewell and Patterson, p, 441.
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Next, we comsider the relationship between divtrict competition and
contlict, when controlled for perceived diemand. As before, the origina
relationship was preatly strengthened for the non-insulated boards whose
members perceived much demand in their district, but the relationsrip
essentially disappeared among insulated (lew demand perception) boards, For
the first group there was a steady inerease in the proportion of bipolar boards
as we moved from less competitive 10 more competitive districts. Conversely
there were no unipolar boards in the mosi competitive districts and. the
highest proportion of these low-conflict boards was found in the least
competitive districts, For the second group (low perceived demand) it may be
obscrved that there was no such consistent pattern of board conflict for
insulated boards.

The relationship between district competition and polarity when con-
trulled for median years service resulted in a slightly stronger relationship for
non-insulated hoards than for insulated boards as predicted. However, the
distinction between the two groups was slight.

The data for meiropolitenism and cohesion, controlled for perceives
demand, are intcresting. The introduction of this control increased the
strength of this relationship trom a relatively weak association to the strong-
est relationship discovered among the entire set of external variables, when
the non-insulated boards were considered, Evan though the distribution _
these data resulied in extremely small cell frequencies, theie was a clear
tendreney for the urban and metropolitan boards to be bipolar while the rura’
boards were much more likely to be unipotar or nonpolar. For the insulatec
boards (low perceived demand), on the other hand, this tendency was
completely negated with the measure of asvociation actually becoming nega.
tive, indicating a slight inverse relationship between metropolitanism an
contlict.

A similur picture emeiges when the metropolitanism-cohesion relation.
ship is controlied for mediun length of service. Again the original relationship
was strengthened for non-insulated hoards, in this case, boards with less.
expericnced members, The relationship was substantially weakened for the
insidated boany whose members have longer tenure in office. For none
insalated hoards, whi'e four of the eleven metropolitan and urban boards
were high-conflict Lipolar, anly three of the nineteen rural boards were -
claviifived. Similarly, only two of the ceven metropolitan and urban boards
weve chssiticd in the low-conflict, unirolar category while six of the nincteen
rutal beards were unipolar, Tor insulated boards the original relationship
esscirtially “wiashad vut’ and no consistent pattern was readily identifiable

Finally, we consider 1he rclationship between district education an
canplict. controlled for board izsulation. 'The explanatory power of distric
education as an exturnal variuble was greatly enhanced when controls for
length of service®® were introduced, since a relatively weak original relation

$*Controlling for perceived demand 1esulted in differences in the predictes
partern- 4 weaher relationship for insulated boards (.103) 1han for non-insulated boar
{.249). Thes data are not presented since the differences ase not ncarly as steiking -
when cotitrols for median years service are introduced.
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ship increased to a substantially stronger association for the non-insulated
boards and disuppeared entirely for insulated boards. The proportion of
unipolar boards decreased from 42.9% in districts with very high education
levels (12.0 and above) to 37.5% in moderately high education level cate-
gorics of districts. While the pattern is not as consistent for bipolar boards,
clearly there were proportionately more of these high conflict boards in the
low-education categories (4 of 11) than in the two high-education categories
(2 of 15). No consistent pattern emerges for boards with more experienced
members, establishing our contention that district education docs not con-
tribute to conflict in insulated hoards.

The relationships between the external variables and intra-boord cohe-
ston, controlled for insulation variables, are summarized in Tahles 2 and 3.
Table 2 considers the control for perceived demand and Table 3 cansiders the
control for median years service. From these data, we observe tnat each of
these two control variables operated as predic.ed slightly more often than
not; specifically, both controls had the expected effect on the relationships
involving social status, district competition, district education, and metro-
politanism, but not on district income, district enrollment, and per cent
Negro. These controls, then, increase slightly the utility of the external
variables by demonstrating that district competition, education and metro-
politunivm may have substantial impact upon board conflict and cohesion
under certain conditions. Thus, the controls contribute to our understanding
of the relationship between school district charae teristics and scbool board
confliet,

In aswsevang the aerall utility of external variables in explaining
Beard i svton, we must conddude that the results were mixed and rather
unspedtac ular. While cach of the three hypotheses has heen confirmed to the
eatent that we have found measures for cach of the three external variables,
social status, socio-cconomic complexity, and competition, which have associ-
ated in the predicted direction with the dependent variable, conflict, this has
not exccurred with each measure, and most of the relationships have not beea
statistically significant. The social status of the district emerged as the single
most important external characteristic related 10 board conflict with district
compctition, education, and metropolitansim also producing some relation-
ships. Howcever, it is obvious that external, district characteristics do not
provide striking and consistent linkages to this aspect of collcgial decision.
making. We can probably infer from these findings that school board
members pay less attention to their constitucncies than other political
decision-makers, particularly when they arc involved in decisions which result
in group conflict. We must look to the group itself, then, to see if deter-
minants of conflict or cohesion are more apparent in that milieu. Internal,
group variables provide the subject of the next section.

CONFLICT AND COHESION:
THE IMPACT OF INTERNAL VARIABLES

In this chapter, we consider the impact of internal variables, i.c., the
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TARLE 2

L.XTERNAL VARIABLLS AND POLARITY CONTROLLED
FOR PERCEIVED DEMAND (gamma valucs)

Perceived emand

Variables High Low As Predicted
Social Siatus -348 (-.306)* -292 yes
District Income -176 (-.261) -.368 no
Distzict Competition 409 (-244) -027 yes
Metropwlitanism 478 (.214) -128 yes
District kducation ~249 (--182) -105 yes
District Lnrcllment 154 (.158) 474 no
Per Cent Negro «170 {-.143) -045 no

*Original reloticnships (uncontrolled gamma values) presented in parentheses.

TABLE 3

EXTERNAL VARIABLES AND POLARITY CONTROLLED
FOR MEDIAN YEARS SERVICE (gamma valucs)

Median Yeurs Service

Varishles _ Low Iligh As Predictec
Social Status 3423 (-.306)* -132 yes
Distrie s lacome ~150 (-.261) -431 no
Distiic t Compeetition 276 (.244) 225 yes
Metropalitanism 329 (.214) 037 yes
District Fcueeation 447 (-.182) 050 ycs
District Firollment 089 {.158) 261 ne
Per Cent Negro ~338 (--143) 017 no

*Original relationships (uncontrolled gamma values) presented in parentheses.

characicristios of the group itself, spon intrashoard conflict, The genera
Cateones of variables examined were of relationships to the superintendent.
and aeverd racasures involving “shared attitudes,” Dimensions of the relation-
saip of the supenptemdent to the schoal hoard included weermitinent, super.
intendent dominanee, and the degree of upposition to the superintendent,
Shared attitudes encompassed the following dimensions: agrecement on repre
sentational role orientation and the inter-group agreement on four contempo-
rary issucs, the role of the federal government in education, the role of ==
state overament (in this case, Kentucky) in education, the speed of desegre:
gation, “nd tearher poarticipation,
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The fiest internal variable to be considered was methad of recruitment,
We had hypothesized that a school board which was “superintendent.
recruited’’ would be most cohesive; one which was “scifaecruited” would
have modcerate conflict, and onc which was dominated by “other-recruited”
board members would have the most conflict. Unfortunately, the data did
r.ot allow us to test the hyporhesis for two reasons: there were a large number
of boards where no dominant pattern of recruitinent emerged, and of the
remaining boards there was a preponderance of other-recruited boards and
only a fcw of the other two types. The data did not indicate that there was
any substantial difference in cohesion between the other-recruited boards and
the small number (6) of superintendent-recruited and self-recruited boards.

We must conciude, therefore, that recruitment as we have mezsured it
does not seer to explain adequately the presence of conflict for those groups
of decision-makers. We suspect that the main reason for this involved the lack
of superintendent-recruited members on the 57 boards participating in the
study. Therc were simply not enough of these board members to have any
significant impact on a sufficient number of hoards and thus allow this
variable to produce any meaningful results in analysis.

Next we consider the impact of superintendent dominance on group
contlict. We had hypothesiced that the more dominant the superinteadent,
the mote cohesive the board. The data did not substantiate this hypothesis.
Where the superintendent’s dominance was the greatest, the proportion of
unipudar boards was greatest, as expeeted. It was the boards which had
madorgte anpenmtendent dominance which muanifested the most conflict.
hoever, having the fewest umpolar boards and the largest proportion of
bupeslar hoards. Thus, observing the proportion of hipolar boards, we found a
curuhinear relationship oceuring, with relatively low conflict for both high
and low sepermtendent dominance and relatively high conflict for the inter-
modiate category of superintendent do minance. This finding suggrests the
possibility that where cither the supcrintendent or the board establish a
degree of supremacy cohesion is maintained. but that where uncertainty
exists abuut which will be dominant, a situation of conflict is more likely to
occur,

The last dimension of the board-superintendent relationship to he
considcred was opposition (o the superintendent, We found the relationship
between conflict and opposition to the superintendent to be a strong and
consistent one. When we examined boards with much opposition {two or
more members opposed), we discovered that all (5) of them were hipolar,
indicating the difficulty of achieving cohesion when there is extensive opposi-
tinn to the supcrintendent. Conversely, among hoards with no opposition to
be supcrintender.t, only two of thirty-eight boards were bipolar, while over
40% were unipolar. On boards where moderate opposition existed, board
conflict was evident but it was not as widespread as among boards where
npposition was greatest. Thus, the strongest rclationship for this set of
internal variables, and the only dimension of board-superintendent relation-
ships which clearly helps to explain group cohesion, involves the number of
board members who oppose the superintendent. While this relationship is
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subjcct to the lilely ariticism that these two variables to a degee measure the
sane characteristic,®? we would argue that for most boards this is not
necessarily the case and thae the data themselves demonstrate that, in fact,
different dimensions of behavior are being measured. ‘This is most casily scen
hy the fact that seme of both the nonpolar and bipolar heards fall in the
category of boards where no members opposed the superintendent. Theres
fore, it is clear that a major correlate of school board conflict is apposition to
the supnrintendent, which reinforees our carlier assertions avout the centrals
ity of the supcrintendent in the decision-making process of school boards in
Kentucky.®®

Now we turn to the other set of internal viriables, each of which involvec
a dimaision of shared attitudes among troup members, We had hypothesized,
m the basis of the small-group literature which indicated that shared atti-
tades momote cohesion, that boards on which al) members held the same
representational role orientation would manifest less conflict than boards
where this hind of rnanimity did net exist. However, similar to the situation
with recnnitiment, tiere was an extiemely uneven distribution of responscs on
the role orierntation item, with the result that our sample included a majority
of unanimous “tusice”™ bouards and na hoards with a manimity of “dele-
gates.” Morcover, thae appe ned alinost no relativnship between shared role
aricntation and conflict; in fact, there was a slight tendency ia the opposite
dircction to that predicted, in that on boards swhere there was Jeast agrcement
there scemed to be the least conflict, although this represented only six
benards, The suost Jilely explanation for this is the lopsided distribution. With
s g high propidtion of irustecs, the role-orientation variabie was renderec
quite vseless fur expdaining variation ir levels of conflict,

Oithe four varniidde. involving agreement on conlemporary inues, th
one which woee mast closely associated with intra-board conflict involved the
e dealing with board members® wttitudes toward the role of the federa
govannent. Boards whick are dividd on this issuc are much more likey to
have winus condlics thon those boards shich are unanimous or neare
unazinens {aly ore member not agreemg with the others). Of the sma™
numb: s (1) of vnanimous hoards, none was classified as bipolar, and only
137 of the near-upannnous boards {(n=23) were in the bipolar category,
Amae the divided boards, on the other hand, more than onc-third were
Lipolir, and only five of these thinty were ynilmlnr.

Fuerelore it appears that the attitudes of board members toward the role
of ke federd goveninant in cducation reflact a dimension of the group

Tl st ol sppeation 1o thy superintendent was one of 4 sefies -
Qs oad fo cateponize Tande iante the thice polarity categatios, Fhivs gquestion was
in Lot sl for cav Loar boatds where mesters did not answer the agiee/disagree
st but ach et wed comflict and;er comistent disision. These four boards are
elithinatad Bow the anaiysis of sug entembent eppaosition, heee and later in the section.

T Thov s somenhat suagestive of the werk of Miller and Stokes involving the kinds
of ivies for which there war o agreememt between Congressmen and constituenc
See Wonen B Milicr and Doncld Stokes, “Constitaency Induence in Congress,” Amer-
iean P .Ltical Science Review, 57 (March, 1963), espeelahy o 49,
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interaction process which is quite salient to the conflict which exists within
the group. The federal government’s role in education, particularly in the area
of federal aid, has been the subject of conflict among educators for many
years. This controversy reached its peak in the years prior to the passage by
congress of the Elementary and Sccendary Education Act of 1965. The issue
of federal aid has been quite complex, involving highly volatile subjects
including rcligion {aid to parochial schools) and race as well as the more
gencral problem of resolving fears about “federal control.” Overcoming
obstacles to federal aid seemed to hinge more on the specific issues (race and
religion) than n the general one. Conflict over federal aid arose within the
educational establishment, with the National School Board Association ex-
pressing opposition and several other groups, most notably the National
Education Association, being in favor of federal aid. Thus, it is not surprising
to find this issue emerging as a key indicator of decksional conflict for our
sample of school boards.

Other issue variables were not as powerful here but becamc more impor-
tant when controls were introduced. The rel.iionships between conflict and
attitudes toward the role of state government in =ducation and between
conflict and views on teacher participation were in the predicted direction,
but were substantially weaker than the one just discussed. Thus, we conclude
that bosrd members' atttudes regarding the role of state government in
educatian and toward teacher participation reflect to a degree the type of
conflit whah arises on their school boards, but not 1o the extent that
attita-des tooward the fecdhiral government's role in cducation reflect this
conthet,

Analvas of the relatiombip between agreement on the speed of desegre.
gation and cohedon revealed a very slight relationship in the direction
upposite to that which was predicted. For example, we found that the boards
divided on descgregation had the highest proportion of unipolar boards.
However, in most respects this configuration is full of inconsistencics and no
discernible pattern emerges suggestive of a meaningful relationship. One
possible reason for this could be the uneven distribution of boards for the
indcpendent  variable, with nearly two-thirds of the cases being in the
“divided boards"™ category. Since it is apparently quite difficult for boards to
achicve unanimity or near-unanimity on this issue, this variable has less utility
as a correlatc of grcup conflict than jt would if this were not the case.
Probubly a more plausible and important reason for the inconsistency of
relationship is that this issue (desegregation) is not particularly relevant to
this group of deci-ion-makers, in that we are dealing with mostly rural school
districts, approximately three-fourths of which have less than 10% Negro
enrollment and only one of which has more than 20%, Negro enroliment (and
that just slightly more than 20%).

The entire set of bivariate relationships between internal variables and
conflict are summarized in Table 4. As indicated earlier, opposition to the
superintendent scems to tap an important element of the group process which
is related to conflict and cohesion, However, since this relationslip is some-
what obvious. it may be partially discounted. W1t cannot be discounted in
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TABRLE 4

INTERNAL VARIABLES AND POLARITY

Sigmificance
o ) Gamma Value Direction level®
Relationsbip to Superintendent
Supermtendem Dombance <078 ro relstionship — n.s. (p>.10)
Oppenition to Sapt. 886 as predicted 001
Recruitane, -196 no relationship n.s.
Shared Attitudes
Role Orivatation A23 nut as predicied ns,
Agreements Foderal Gowt, 502 as predicted Kil|
Axreement-State Govt. -.302 as predicted 08
Agrecment-Teacher
Militancy -252 as predicted 10
Agreement-Deseyregation A79 nut as predicted n.s.

“Based on colcutating a z-value for gamma.

Table 4is the fact that three of the fer issue areas produced fairly impressive
rebationddiips with the dependent variable, ‘The role of the federat government
emetped as the variable with the most promise, and this finding was discussed
in the contear of federal aid and the conflict engendered by this issuc. ‘The
vther two issue arcas, involving state covernment and teacher participation;
produced weaker relutionships in the predicted direction. While opposition o
tiae superintendent is obviously an important correlate of gronp conflict, it is
the linding that /uees are importunt which stands out at this point in the
discussion.

INTERNAL VARIABLES AND THE INSULATION
OF GROUP MEMBERS

At this point three control variables, which have heen characterized as
inculation variables, were intraduced to determine their impact on the orig:
ival, bivarfate relaticaships, We have hypothesized that where the control
variables, gorecived demand, perceived competition, and length of service,
operae toinsibate the board from the eavironment, the miginal relationships
(amne velues mcontrolledy will be strengthened, since the internal inter-
action of the group will be allowed to proceed without much regard to
extersal pressures and demnands, On the other hand, where the control
variahles operate to leave the baard “noncinsuliated,” the original relationships
should be weaker, since the menbers of the group will be forced to consider
the external enviromment when fonnulating theis decisions.
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TABLE 5

INTERNAL VAR'ABLES AND POLARITY
CONTROLLED FOR PERCEIVED COMPETITION®

(gamma value)
Perceived Competition
High Low As
Variable (Non-Insulated) (Insulated) Predicted
Supt. Dominance -271 (-078) 041 No
Opposition to Supt. 907 (.886) 808 No
Role orientation -278 (.128) 372 No
Agreement-Fed, Govt. -211 (-.502) -~767 Yes
Agreement States Govt. -439 (-.302) ~204 No
Agreement-Teacher
Participation -.269 (-252) .232 Neo
Agreemcmol)eseﬂation .240 (.179) 521 No

*Original relationships (uncontrolied gamma values) presented in parentheses.

Generally, the control variables did not have a striking impact on the
original relationships, The only relationship which was enhanced by the
contenl for percerved competition (see Table 5) was the relationship between
argcevient on the role of the federal government and board conflict. For each
of the uther variables there cither was relatively little change in the original
relationship or the change was in thy opposite direction to that which was
predicted,

These findings reinforce our earlier discussion of the importance of the
federal government and the issue of federa. aid. However, it is somewhat
puzzling to obscrve that perceived competition, which failed to operate
effectively us a control variable cleswhere, worked quite well in this single
instance. Evidently, attitudes toward the federal government reflect one
dimension of the board members' decisional apparatus where the perception
of competition is a salient factor, and board members who perceive relatively
little competition do, in fact, behave as if they were “insulated,” as our
original conceptualization suggested. This is probably a consequence of the
fact that the question of the role of the federal government in education,
particularly the issue of federal aid, has been an explicitly partisan issue, and
this “partisanship” is apparently manifested among local school boards in a
concern about competition as decisions are made. Thus, where this issue is
involved, school board members are probably more like political decision-
makers at the state and national levels, in their concern about competition.
On other jssues, they revert back to their “normal” behavior of nonpartisan-
ship, showing little concern about electoral competition.

63
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TABLE 6

INTERNAL VARIABLES AND POLARITY
CONTROLLED FOR MEDIAN YEARS SERVICE

(gamma valucs)
Low High As
(Non-Insulated) (Insulated) Predicted
Supt. Dominangce 247 (-.078)* -.366 Yes
Opposition to Supt, 776 (-886) LOO0 Yes
Role Orientation 059 (.123) 212 No
Agreement-Fed. Gn,vt. 595 (-.502) -409 No
Agreement-State Gowt., -316 (-.302) -.246 No
Agreement-Descgregation 065 (.179) 358 No
Agreement-Teacher
Militancy -.309 {-.252) - 168 No

“Original relationships (uncontrolled gamma values) present in parentheses,

The effect of experience in office as a control variable is summarizedd in
Table 6, Here we observe that the strength of the relationshiips for both the
supcrinienadent-roated variables was amplified in the expected direction, but
the control variable did nut operate as expected for any of the shared attitude
variabdes | in tuct, for several of these, the control variable uperated in
precisely the opposite manner to that which was predicted. This suggests that
for boards where most members had served for a relatively short period of
time shared attitudes were more indicative of cohesion than when members
have served longer, perhaps because members of the latter type have focused
their attention on the superintendent as being the most important source of
internad cues for decision-muking,

In tables 7 qcd &, data for the two cases where experience in office as a
control variable did operaic as predicted are presented. In Table 7, we see
that an mitiafly strong (xymma=.S88) relationship between superintendent
oppenition and voaflict mercsed to a perfeet relationship for the insulated
bu.rds. and dim:nishied stichily (te .776) fur non-insulated boards. ‘These data
need not be dicensed furthe since both pasts of Table 7 involve clear and
conriytent patterns, with the boitom of the tble (for insulated buards)
simply being more consistent. In Table 8, where there originally existed no
relationship  betwern  superintendent-dominaiee and conflict (gamma = -
0706), we now oberve a rclatively respectable relationship (-.366) between
these two variables under the condition of longer experience. For these
insulated boards at the bottom of Table 8, we ubserve a steady increase in the
nuinber of cohesive, unipolar boards as we move from less to more super-
intendent-dominance, Observing the bipolar boards, we see that there is a
smaller proportion of thes: high-conflict boards among the group of boards
most dominaicd by the super:ntendent, as expected. However, we note an
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TABLE 7

OPPOSITION TO SUPERINTENDENT AND
POLARITY CONTROLLED FOR MEDIAN YEARS SERVICE

Number Opposing Superintendent
None One Two or More Total
A. Median Years Service Low (Less than 6.0)
Unipolar 36.8% 14.3% 0.0% 28.6%
Nonpolar 52.9 429 0.0 50.0
Bipolar 5.3 42.9 100.0 214
100.0% 100.1% 100.0% 100.0%
N= 19 7 2 28
Camma =-276
B. Median Years Service High (6.0 or more)
Unipolar 47.4% 0.0-. 0.0% 36.0%
Nonpolar 47.4 0.0 0.0 36.0
Bipolar 5.3 100.0 100.0 28.0
100.1% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
N = 19 3 S 25
Gamma = -1.000
TABLE 8
SUPERINTENDENT DOMINANCE AND POLARITY
CONTROLLED FOR MEDIAN YEARS SERVICE
Superintendent Dominance
High Moderate Low Total
A. Median Years Service Low (Less than 6.0)
Unipolar $7.5% 10.0% 33.3% 26.7%
Nonpolar 25.0 60.0 58.3 50.0
Bipolar 87.5 _300 8.3 23.3
100.0% 100.0% 999% 100.0%
N = 8 10 12 30
Gamma = .,247
B. Median Years Service High (6.0 or more)
Unipolar 45.5% 93.9% 14.3% 33.9%
Nonpolar 45.5 2.2 32.1 40.7
Bipolar 9.1 44.4 28.6 259
100.1% 99.9% 100.0% 99.9%
N = 11 9 7 27
Gamma = .366
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inconsistency here for anoderately dominated b

proportion of bipele boards than do those classified as low-dominated. ‘This
indicates that the conirol viriable has climinated some, but not all, of the
cunvilinearity exhibited in tihe original relationship {see ‘Table 2 and relatec
dizcussiun). For the non-insulate:l boards (top of Table 8), we observe tha'
the rolationship has become slightly  negative, even though some of the
original curvitinearity exists here as well, Thus, we may revise our origina
conclusion abuut  the curvilinear relationship  between  superintendent.
duninance and conflict. We are now in a position te assert that while there i
a temdency toward high cobesion among both high-dominated and low
dominated boards, high-dominated boards are more likely to be cohesive
when members have more years of experience while Jow-dominated boards
worhl tend to be colesive with. less-experienced members, This reinforces the
statement made carlier about more experienced members looking to the
superintendent for decision-making cues. It also sugrests that board members
who cannot adjust to superintendent dominance will not seck re-election.

Finally, we consider the impact of pereeived demand as o controi vari
ahle. 1ty overall effcet is summarized in ‘Table 9, It may be obscrved from this
tuble that controlling for perceived demand agoin amplified the relationship
betveren superintendent opposition and conflict as the previous contro.
variabie did, and also had some impact in the predicted direction on two of
the tive “shared attitudes™ variables not affected by the other insulation
variables, both involving fsues In particular, the relationship between agree.
ment on teacher fartiagaiion and confhet was much stronger among boards
which were insnlated by a Jower pereeption of external demands. ‘Lhe
refationship involving state government was affected only slightly. All of th
other refationships moved in the opposite direction ta that predicted, bu
these movements were oo slight to be assigned any meaning, ‘Thus, we mus’
conchude that while none of the control variables were very effective for the
interral variabic relationships, perceived demand seemed to be somewha
more important than the other two controls in that it enhanced two adc
tional “shared attitudes™ relationships, thus improving the explunatory power
of the internal variables under consideration.

The diata involving the relativnship heiween ofspasition to the superinten
dent and contlict are impressive, ‘The percesved demand control seems
operate most effectivedy here, in ihat the relationship as described by the
mzasuce of aveociation is a perfeet one (gamma = 1.00). Thus, the control fou
poerecived demand  reinforces our earlier assertions about the importam
it of this internal varialde,

e wreements on teecker participation-conflict data arc quite sign
icant. Here o ecladively wesk daitial associnion (gamma =-2562) hecam
nart cilly strotgeer (4 127) when the insulated boards were examined alone
Thus, controlling for poreeived demand more clearly established the impor
tance of another issuc, {cacher participulion. It appears that school boards
more scusitive 1o public demands in this issue area than in the other arca
considered. Morcover, e findings demonstrate that the issue of teachen
partwipation in decision-muking can be an important indicator of grou
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TABLE 9

INTERNAL VARIABLES AND POLARITY
CONTROLLED FOR PERCEIVED DEMAND

(gamma values)
Perceived Demand

Righ Low As
Variable (Non-Insulated) (Insulated) Predicted
Supt. Dotainance -164 (-.078)* 101 No
Opposition to Supt. 778 (.88€) 1.000 Yes
Role Orientation 134 (.123) 053 No
Agreement-Fed. Gowvt. -572 (-502) 400 No
Agreement-State Govt. ~286 {-.302) -.298 Yes
Agreement-Desegregation 167 (-179) 020 No
Agreement-Participation 158 (-.252) ~427 Yes

*Original relationships (uncontrolled gamma values) presented in parentheses,

cohesion or conflict, particularly among boards where demand levels are
perceived to be relatively low.

Thus, we conclude the discussion of internal variables with the realization
that while many of the hypothescs were not confirmed conclusively, there
were some significant findings which scem to help explain varying dagrees of
group conflict and cohesion among Kentucky school boards. The analysis
produced several internal variables which have considerable power to explain
variatiuns in conflict among these groups of decision-makers.

While opposition to the superintendent emerged as the single most
important internal variable, confirming our expectations that school board
decision-making seems to focus on the personality of the superintendent, the
most prominent finding concerned the impoiance of issues to the aspect of
decision-making under examination. Even though these findings were hypoth-
esized, a political scientist is always surprised when he finds issucs playing an
important role in political behavior. After all, the conventional wisdom, based
on scveral voting behavior studies, has been that there is a “widesptead lack
of familiarity with prominent issues of public policy” among most voters.*?
While this position has been challenged, the notion persists that issucs are the
least important factor in voting behavior, being much less compelling than
party or candidate.

In order to urderstand the findings of the present study, then, we must
regard scwol board members as elites to whom issues are important.
McClosky, for example, found in comparing “influentials” (delegates to

** Angus Campbell, et al., The American Voter (New York: John Wiley, 1960), p.
188. Sec expecially Chapters 8 and 9,
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national party conventions? to the clectorate that the “influentials™ tended to
come from the more articulate segments of society and, on the average, to he
politically more aware than their followers and far better informed about
issucs.5? tle found the clites to be more likely to have opinions on public
questions, to he more partisan, more ideologically consistent in their views,
and ** .., fur better able than the electmate to select leaders whose political
philosophy they share."®! McClosky suggests that this is so because
** ... active political involvement heightens one's sense of intellectual order
and commitment,” and he characterized the clites as possessing “‘superior
ideological sophistication.”®? Thus, applying this argument to our respon-
dents, along with other findings presented earlier, suggests that educationat
decision-makers have important similarities to other political decision-makers
at the state and federal levels.

CONCLUSIONS

'This section contains a briel suinmation of sonie of the findingr of the
prececding sections, The primary purpose is to examine and compare the
differential impact upon school board conflict of external variables and
internal variables, Before doing this, however, we here summarize some
descriptive findings nat presented above,

The individual responses of over 500 Kentucky school board members
revealed some anteresting information, Tins information was not related to
the hypothesis testing which constitnted the major thrust of this project, and
the findings were luredy replicative of carlier studies. However, because they
relate school board decision-making to the political process, several of the
condlusions, including the following, could prave quite uscful to political
scientists:

1. Over one-lifth of the respondents (22.6%) acknowledged that they were
directly recruited by the superintendent.

2. Nearly one-half (18,32 of the respondents said that the superintendent
arad his policies were “usually” or “semnctimes® election issues.

3. More thun ha!f of the superintendent-recruited members had, before
election to their positions, been appointed by the board to complete an
uncxpired term of one who had resigned,

4. Over 85" of the respondents chose the “trastee” representational role
oticntation over the “delepate* altdrnadive.

8. ‘TI'be superintendent plays the leading role in every decisional area abuout
which hoard members were questioned. He is most dominant in the sreas
of the instru tional program and the budget and least dominant in the
areas of public relations and new buildings.

o) terhert McClisky, ef al, “Issue Conflict and Consensus Among Party Leaders
and Followers,” American Political 8- ience Review, 54 (June, 1960), p. 420,

¢! Herbert McClosky, “Consensus and ldenlogy in American Politics,” Amernican
Polivical Science Review, 33 (fune, 1964), pp. 37278,

‘2 thid,, p. 872
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TABLE 10
EXTERNAL VS. INTERNAL VARIABLES
BIVARIATE RELATIONSHIPS
Significance
Gamma Value Level
External Variables
Social Status -.306 05
District Income -261 - 08
District Competition 244 10
Internal Variables
Opposition to Supt. 886 001
Agreement-Role of
Fed. Government -502 01
Agreement-Role of
State Government -.302 D8
Agreement-Teacher
Militancy «252 10

6. Board members who perceived substantial conflict on their boards found
board scrvice 10 be less enjoyable than those who reported less serious
conflict.

7. Perceptions of intra-board conflict and school district conflict (resulting
from board decisions) were significantly related.

8. Superintendent-recruited members reported less board conflict.

9. Bourd members reporting greater involverment of the superintendent in
busrd campaigns were more likely to perceive substantial intra-board
conflict.

10. Political Independents tended to report less conflict than Democrats or
Republicans.

The hypothesis-testing resulied in relatively few statistically significant
relationships. The external and internal variables introducing the most signif.
icant bivariate relationships (all achieving a probability level of .10 or less) are
enumerated in Table 10, along with their gamma values and significance
levels. The data in Table 10 would seem to indicate that internal variables are
somewhat more important than external variables. Among the imernal vari-
ables, apposition to the superintendent produced a strong relationship with
the dependent variable, so strong that it seems possible that the two variahles
are measuring the same type of behavior, even though there are indications to
the contrary, presented earlier. The other internal variables producing mean-
ingful relationships are all related to issue agrecment among board members.
Obviously, the most prominent variable here is agreement on the issuc of the
federal government, with the issues of the role of state government and

cacher participation also emerging as fairly important. We have discussed
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carlire the simificance of issues for school board decision-making, particularly
the issue involvirg the fedderal povernment.

OF the three constituency viniables, we again observe thai the only
viriable to achieve a significant relationship ot a generally accepted leved
(1P<<.08) is the external variable Libolled “social status,” which encompases
racasures of bath dizstrict incoime and cducatien., ‘The strenghts ol the refation-
ships involving income and compotition indicate that they should not be
irnmed in future rescarch, even thovgh they fail to attain acceptable statis-
tical simificance. It should be pointed out that those three variables emerged
as nmch more indicative of board conflics than other measures of district
chirae teristies which we bad expected would be powerful, These inchuded
measures of district heterogeneity  metropolitanism, district séze and peveent
Negro and also the simple measure of divirict education. The fact that
distiict competition was apparently more poewerful than some of the “non.
political® variables was particulurly surprising, in light of some of the recent
research which downgrades the importance of such variables and also because
the rospondents themselves generally dismissed the salicney of electoral
threat. In summuary, then, the bivariate analysis suggested that grony variables
were shi:htly more important than constitucncy variables, that shared atti
tudes on dsucs were the most measningful group variables, and that sociad
searus was the most symificant external variable, even though competition
coulid ot be readily dismisacd.

When bivenute relaionsdips were controlled, the relative importance of
the venables st dise ocsed was claritied atd maodified to somne extent, Table
1! veesents the veribles which produced the strongest relationships (in the
predicted ducetion) when controls were introduced. That s, cach of the
external variables at the top of the table produced a stronger relationship
when tbe contral voriable isolated the boards which were *non-insulated®
heeanse GF hi s levels of demand and a relatively short length of service for
board member., Each of the internal variables at the bottomn of the table
beo nne more powerful under conditions of “insulation®” low levels of
demand and competition and a relatively longer period of board member
werre. Ail vai wles have been induded which produced a refatively strong
mes e of association (Famma values greater than 30). From these data, two
ditf-e2nt factors may he observed, We are able to determine which of ¢ach se”
of variables vice as sent powerfal under the most favorable conditions, -
far 5 controls e concerned. Also, we may make some assessment of which
conirols bave the most mility,

Generally, we . ain find the relationships for internal variables to be of -
preater matnittde than those tor external variables. Jowever, the reason i
e i of this inohves the extremely hich correlation vatues for the interna
variabie, “opposition to the superintendent,’ to which we have tende
beranse of the ruher obvious natise of the relationship, to give less conside
ation. Besides this, we observe that the controls have little impact on
internal varianles, as only one additic 1l variable, “superintendent dom
inane ¢.” is adiled to the original group of important variables presented °
Table 10. Cn the viher hand, two additional variables, metrppolitanism -
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district education emerge as relatively powerful among the external variables
when controls are intraduced and the significance of the originally important
vatiables is reinforced. Thus, we may conclude that while internal, group
variables remain most compelling in explaining school board conflict, a serics
of external variables adds a goud deal of explanatory impuort to this study of
group conflict and cohesion, particularly when the group is exposed to
constituency pressures and demancs. The data at the top of Table 1) reveal
that social status characteristics, heterogencity characteristics, and competi-
tion all contribute {cither positively or negatively) to group conflict. The
information in Table 11 also indicates that both pereeived demand and tength
of service have had some utility in this analysis, especially for external
variables, but that perceived competition is quite ineffective except in the ane
issue area (role of federal government) discussed previously.

The findings are recapitulated in schematic form in figures 1 and 2.
However, for this presentation, we have separated the variables contributing
to cohesion (Figure 1) from those which contribute to intra-group conflict
(Figure 2). In Figure 1, we may observe in a different format the relative
importance of each of the variables which contribute significantly to school
board cohesion (lack of conflict), both with and without controls (the
unbroken lines representing bivariate relationships; broken fines showing
introduction of controls). Among the district characteristics. it is readily
apparent that secial status is meost important, as it achieves 4 significant
bivariate relationship with sobesion which s strengthened for both contruls
(perceived semand and t-nure). We sho observe that ditrict education is an
important «ontrbutor to cohe aon only when perceived demands expane
boards tn the external emvironment. Among the group variables, cach of the
issue variahles involving shared attitudes cantributes meaninglully io cnhersion
even before controls are introduced to inculate the group. For cenditions of
insulation, we observe a strengthening of both the federal government vari-
able (when pereeived competition is low) and the teacher militancy variable
(when conssiled for pereeived demands). Finally, we note that suprrinten.
dent dominance contributes to cohesion only when long tenure insulates the
boards from the external environment.

In Figure 2 we discover that only three of the variables being considered
are meaningfully rclated to school board conflict: districe competition and
metropalitanism of the districts characteristics and epposition to the suprer.
intendent, the only internal variable. Obviously, the latter variable is predom.
inant whether considered by itself or contiolled for insulation. On the other
hand, the two external vaiiables do not really contribute meaningfully to
conflict until controls are introduced which expose the group to the external
environment. Thus, these iwo rudimentary models form a groundwork upon
which to build additional gencralizations about school board decision-making.

What is the main significance of these findings, both to educators and
political scientists? In a general sense, it would scem that both groups should
be awarc of the fact that educational decision-making is an area where
processes occur which arc essentially political and may be subjected tn
fruitful anaylsis focusing on political variables. In this study, we discovered

71

37



FIGURE }

A MODEL OF SCHOOL BOARD COLIESION

Disetrice

(External) Chatacteristics

Exposure to

pistrice 26/

Exterral Environment

Group

(Internal) Characteristics

Insulation from

Externat Environment

s2de e

Agreement~

Income S —— Teacher Militancy
Short Tenure
vs \ et SR S o do 0% BB B W > M ob S Ny BB 0 D
- - Demands Perceived
re Social Stajua SCHOOL BOARD Insfgnificant
COHESION Agreement -
G —.80d o4, Govt.
--..--.--.—-—-—--"’-
Demands Perceived
Significant  Competition Perceived,
Insignlficant
District : JO2 _ Agreement-
Education State Govt.
Loag Tenure | {1
. ———Superintendent
Dominance
FIGURE 2
A MODEL OF SCHOOL ROARID CONFLICT
Districe
Group
(Bxternal) characteristics (Internal) Characteristica
Ext!xpo:u;e to Insulation from
ernal Envirenment
District Y. 77 7 S xternal Environment
Conpetition
Demands Perceived Demands Perceived
3 Sipieicane
W%pposition to
3 Superintendent
-—-“'-"'-'-
' SCHOOL BOARD ()
CONFLICT \0
ho ---....D-..---J
yq f--ff-‘ff?‘:ff..-..- " hng Tenure
Metropolitanism

TIGYTIVAY AdGD 1538

TIGVIVAY AeTd 1538



BEST COPY AVAILABLE

TABLE 11

ENXTERNAL VS, INTERNAL VARIABLES
CONTROLLED FOR INNULATION

Sigmificance
:.n_r_iahle Gamma Value Lewel Control
Externai Variables (Non-Insulated)
Metropolitanism 478 08 Perceived Demand
Bistrict Education 447 05 Length of Service
Sucial Status -.423 06 Length of Service
Distriet Competition 409 N6 Perceived DDemand
Sacial Status - 348 09 Perccived Demand
Metropolitanism 39 10 Length of Service
Internal Varisbles (insulated)
Oppuasitican to Supt, 1.000 .-001 Perceived [demand
Oppursiiion to Supt, 1.0n0 001 Length of Service
Agreciaent-Fed. 767 .01 Perccived Competition
Govt,
Agreement ‘1 eacher
Militancy - 127 07 Perceived Demand
Supt. Dominance 366 09 Length of Service

the existence of conflict, one of tie chief components of politics, among
groups of decision moders where some have argued that no conilict should or
does exat, Further, we found this conflict linked in a meaningful way to
comitithency taetors, extablishing thet school hoard members do not make
theie londons hosed eninternal footors alone but seem to be anare of some
recponsibilitivs oy representatives of their constituents. Political scientists
shontaiad be intere-tad to know that. s several ways, board members behave
lile peditical dedision-mikers it other areas, particularly lemskators at the
state aud tocal tevels.®™ This assertion is supported most effectively by the
tanchings on the importamee of perecived denand as a control vinnable, 1t is
hvions that perception of school district domands, uslike pereeptions of
competition, da have an impact on school board decision-making. While
sohiea! Loard members for the most part resist heing characterized as “in-
st delegates,” tise findinae of this sindy reveaed that the lovel of
demuands nells te ssructure and awsify the correlates of group cohiesion. This
s ests simdly tat seheol board members ae political animals who do
respond 1o constituent demands even though they profess (and the data
gencdally support themn) to he aelatively unconcerned about electoral sane-
tions, The cther finding of paricular interest to political scientists is the

Yhee esperially M, Kent Jennings and Hasmon Zeigler, “Responee Styles and
Pohbwes: The Case of School Buards,” Midwest Jourv’ of Pobitical Science, 15 (May,
1971), 4y 200-320,
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importance of issucs to the decision-making process on Kentucky school
boards.

Educators would probably be most interested in the findings involving
the importance of the superintendent in the decision-making process, al-
though this conclusion would certainly come as no surprise to most of them,
They may be somewhat surprised to learn of the extent of opposition to
superintendents among this group of school boards and the impact it has. It
seems to the writer that educators should find the entire concept of “insuia-
tion * rather significant, particularly the finding that board members evidently
become less responsive to their constitucnts and more responsive to the
superintendent as their tenure in office increases.

Finally, the writer recognizes the need for further research ovn this topic.
The most obvious omissiun from this study is the output dimension. What
difference does school board conflict (or other decisional characteristics)
make in the kinds of policies made by school boards? We would hope to
explore this question in the future using data from the present study, but the
greatest limitation on this type of rescarch is determining what policies to
examine and how to measure them.®® Another topic worthy of further
explanation would be the whole arca of school board member campaigning,
recruitinent, and political socialization. OQur rescarch has merely scratched the
surface of this very important and fascinating subject.®® Finally, we riced to
pay more attention in future rescarch to the roie of the superintendent in
school baard decision-making. Another study of this kind would have to
consider the supzrintendent’s perspective, and his responses to the questions
asked bourd members wounld have to be indluded in the analysis. We know,
for example, that the superintendent is 2 dominant figure in the decision-
making jrocess, but we have not explured adequately the sources of his
power. In Rentuchy, obsenvers nave indicated that patronage is araong the
most inpartant of his resources, but we need to know mare specifically huw
he uses patronage, what patronage is available, and what alternative sources of
powcr he has available,

Thus, this study has contributed to the literature of collegial decision-
making generally, and particularly to the research on political decision-
making in cducation, by exploring some of the sources and correlates of
school bourd conflict in Kentucky, 1t is anticipated that these findings, by
presenting additional evidence attesting to the centrality of politics in educa-
tional decision-making, might provide fresh motivation to political scientists
to continue the study of school board politics and the politics of education.

¢ For snme suggestions for beginuings see Samucl K. Gove, “Educational Polivy,"
Pulicy Studies Journal, 1 (Ar-~un, 1972), pp. 4144,

¢ % Journalists® obsesvat . of school board races in the November, 1972 elections
in Kentucky suggest that motivations for running arc more complex and sophisticated
than cver befure but that pro-superintendent ind anti-superiniendent slates continue to
be put forward. Sce Louirville Courier-Joumal, particularly October 26, 1972, and
Nevemnber 8, 1972
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